Amendment dated September 10, 2008 
Xob : o-:iv< 3 , v : 2 n 

In the Office Action mailed June 20. 2008 (hereinafter, "Office Action"), claims 1-4. 8-1 1 
and 15-18 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103. Claims 5-7 and 12-14 were objected to as being 
v. epen« ent upon 1 v^c otherwise a'kw ab v. C tss v a kl JO were 

previously added but were not addressed By the Office Action. 

Applicants respectfully respond to the Office Action. 

I. Claims 1- 4. 8-ll and I5-18 Refected Under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

Claims 1 -4, 8-1 1 and 15- IS stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent No. 7,082,107 to Arvelo (hereinafter, "Arvelo") in view of U.S. Patent 
Application Publication No. 2001/0030955 to Lee et al. (hereinafter, "Lee"). Applicants.; 
respectfully traverse. 

The tactual inquiries that are relevant in the determination of obviousness are determining 
the scope arid contents of the prior art, ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the 
claims in issue, resolving the level of ordinary skill in the art, and evaluating evidence, of 

secondary consideration. KSR lnt'l Co. v. Telefiex Inc. , 550 U.S. , 2007 U.S. LEXIS 4745, 

at **4-5 (2007) (citing G raham v. John Deere Co. of Kansas City . 383 U.S. 1, 17-18 (1966)). As 
the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences has recently confirmed, "obviousness requires a 
suggestion of all limitations in a clai.ni." In re Wad a and Murphy, Appeal 2007-3733 ( citing 
CPMT, Inc. v. Yieidup intern. Corn .. 349 F.3d 1333, 1342 (Fed. Or. 2003)). Moreover, the 
analysis in support of an obviousness rejection "should be made explicit.'" KSR, 2007 U.S. 
LEXIS -4745, at **37. "[Rejections on obviousness grounds cannot be sustained by mere 
conclusory statements; instead, there must be some articulated reasoning with some rational 
underpinning to support the legal conclusion of obviousness." Id, ( citing In re Kahn . 441 F.3d 
977, 988 (Fed. Cir. 2006)). 

jphc ctfully sub i ntably distinct froi 

cited references. Hie cited portions of the cited references do not teach or suggest ail of the 
subject metier in these claims. 

3r example claim 1 recites tmo g N ng a firs number of 
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second number of nsta me s i se firs ^-packet of data." (En f 1 The cited 

porUrs ot Arve c j ^ "> i h the c t f .Lee, do not teach or 

suggest this subject matter. 

b making the rejection., the Office Action relies on Arvelo to show determining a first 
number of installment!. \ v - <. ' o *" to 2^ -> ol 4 u e* 

51-65) and power boosting transmissions of a second number of installments of the first packet 
of data (Col. 4. lines 23-56; Col. 8. lines 5-32). (See Detailed Action, page 2, numbered 
•;• igraph 4). In response, Applicants first note that die Office Action's analysis appears to 
substitute K i i suopaekeC a "> ; s , ! i f 

• H ice Applicants' claim 1 also refers to "installments" for 

" 1 } '1 ilf S ■■ ^1 ^ cf ij s v t . " w *■ Of 

Arvelo and Lee. Moreover, Applicants note that "installments" as used in Applicants ' claims 
and described in Applicants' Specification (numbered paragraphs [OO©5]-[00?0]> refer to 
elements of i subps ket. 

The cited portions of Arvelo (Col. 3, lines 25-33; Col. 4, lines 51 -65) can be 
characterized as discussing a technique for determining an appropriate observation window size 
to determine actual packet error rates versus target packet error rates in order to make power 
adjustments ioweve itably a - s of Arvelo is any d jeussi n of 

installments of subpackets. Thus. Arvelo does not teach or suggest k ■ \g a firs umber of 
installments for transmission of a first subpaeket of data, as set forth in Applicants' claim 1. 
Necessarily, the cited portions of Arvelo also fail to teach or suggest power boosting 
transa s sec c s st subpaeket o ! ! <j as recited in 

Applicants' claim 1. The cited portions of Lee fail to cure the deficiencies of Arvelo. 

i we? c* s m'cg ^ c- ih s bi iuh 1 . N r> \ n Li at 1 i , at t 

from the cited references. Accordingly. Applicants respectfully request that the rejection of 
claim 1 be withdrawn. 

Claims 2-4 depend either directly or indirectly from claim 1 . Accordingly. Applicants 
t b rcques <. i of eia 2-~t be \o 

Claim 8 includes subject matter similar to the subject matter of claim I. As such, 
Applicants submit that claim 8 is patentably distinct from the cited references for at least the 
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same reasons as those presented above is connection with claim I. Accordingly, Applicants 
respe equest t t ^ e ec c < be withdra vn 

Claims 9-11 depend either directly or indirectly from claim 8. Accordingly, Applicants 
that th e i laims yev, vn 

cm v ' cite* n g r subjec latte lass at t om| is ig a 1 
processing i 5 ax > c le re* ve U i 1 > t i is s c i e subpac ,i t u 

ubpaekets transmit |tal us; a power boost unit adapted to apply a powei 

boost factor to & portion of the suhpackets; an acknowledgement message processing unit 

adapted to jgmnmde transmission of installments for a ^bgacket on^receipt of, an 

eed). Applicants s a , - t v ^ ..en - 

o } t v_ i sed a i ] 1 s i i 1 di 

suggest all o s c natter A' applicants' claim 15. 

In view of the foregoing. Applicants respectfully submit that claim 15 is patentably 
distinct from the cited references. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request that the rejection 
of claim 1 5 be withdrawn. 

Claim 16 recites, among other subject matter, .transmitting a first negative 
acknowledgement message for a last installment o f a first subpacket and transmitting a second 
negative acknowledgement message tor the last installment of the first subpacket . (Emphasis 
added). Applicants s jbn ii that, in view of the deficiencies of the cited portions of Arvelo and 
Lee discussed above, the cited references also fail to teach or suggest all of the subject matter of 
Applicants' claim 16. 

In view of the foregoing, Applicants respectfully submit that claim 16 is patentably 
distinct from the cited references. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request that the rejection 
of claim 16 be withdrawn. 

Claim 1 7 depends from claim 16. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request that the 
rejection of claim 1 7 be withdrawn. 

Claim 18 includes subject matter similar to the subject matter of claim 16. As such. 
Applicants submit that claim 18 is patentably distinct from the cited references tor at least the 
same reasons as those presented above in. connection with claim 16. Accordingly, Applicants 
respectfully request that the rejection of claim IS be withdrawn. 
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U. Cfejras .19aad 20 

Claims 19 and 20 have been-jjreviousiy added bur do not appear to have been examined. 
< i *■ i s f c r i v. v. a, i * V > U i \ s i 

t - v ^ v. a rs v *> c v . - * i v 2 

sul ist. til i' ela m 20 is 

patentable for at least the same reasons as those discussed in relation to claim 1 6. 

OL Claims 5~? and 12-14 Objected 

The Office Action objected to claims 5-7 and 12-14 as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim. Applicants note with appreciation the Examiner's indication that claims 5-7 and 12- 
14 contain allowable subject matter. 

CONCLUSION 

In view of the foregoing, Applicants respectfully submit that all pending claims in the 
present application are in a condition for allowance, which is earnestly solicited. Should ahy 
issues remain unresolved, the Examiner is cordially invited to telephone the undersigned at the 
number provided below. 

Please charge am fees ir co erpaymenis dor- one be Joe with this response to Deposit 
Account No. 17-0026. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Dated: September 10. 2008 By: / „ 

(858) 658-1639 

QUAI COMM Incorporated 

5775 \ o e tor je Dn\ Sas D ego, C ai forma 12 
telephone (858) 651-4125 
Facsimile: (858) 658-2502 
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